with MSHA regulation requiring the documentation on both safety
and task training", and other suggestions that management should
adopt in training procedures (Exh. R-2).  Based on this audit,
Vrettos met with complainant on September 15, 1982, and
established a two week deadline for auditing task training records
to have them be in compliance with company and MSHA regulations.
This was not completed as requested and the deadline was extended
to October 10, 1982 which again was not met.  Vrettos then
assigned the job of auditing the underground mines to the Safety
Department while complainant was assigned the job of auditing
surface employees.  Complainant had not performed her part of the
task by October 28, 1982 (Tr. at 149-154).

As a result of the above continuing concern over the training
department, Vrettos'met with complainant on October 14, 1982 and
outlined his criticisms of her performance.  This was reduced to
writing (Exh. C-10).  Complainant was demoted from supervisor to
training instructor and given written job responsibilities and
deadlines (Finding No, 11).  Also, complainant was advised that
her job with respondent was in "jeopardy".

On October 28, 1982, Vrettos again met with complainant and
indicated she was failing to furnish required weekly reports of
her performance and also discussed the forth-coming annual
retraining session.  Vrettos gave her specific instructions as to
what he wanted covered and that other employees were to instruct
certain parts of the course.  After his attendance at the meeting,
Vrettos met with complainant and" expressed displeasure with her
performance and compliance with his instructions. Following an
audit of the training department records on the following morning,
Vrettos discharged complainant.

Complainant contends that much of the above occurred because
of Vrettos attempt to make her job difficult, if not impossible to
perform, to create a paper-trail rather than give proper training,
and transfer her duties from training to other individuals not
qualified (Complainant's Brief p. 1).  Also, the charge is made by
complainant that Vrettos was upset because of her "exposure" in
the November 1, 1982 retraining session of "fraudulent
certification" of task training forms.  Whether or not Vrettos was
"upset" over this is not the issue here. The specific issue is
whether complainant was discharged because of these complaints.  I
do not find the evidence in this case supports complainants
argument.  The facts as detailed above, show that when complainant
indicated to Vrettos her concern regarding task training, he
arranged for such a training class to be taught by complainant
(Tr. at 144 and Exh. C-l and C-2).  This incident showed that
Vrettos responded in April 1982 in a positive manner to
complainant's concerns.
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